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FOREWORD

T

Committee of Rollins College publi shes the following "Study of the Procedure of the
American Association of University Professors" in
the belief that such a study is not only due the
friends of Rollins College, but is also of vital interest to the
general public, especially to our sister colleges and universities throughout the land.
HE ExECUTIVE

For more than a decade the American Association of University Professors has assumed the right-nowhere found in
its charter-to investigate colleges and to publish its findings to the world. A practice has grown up under its unrestricted procedure which has culminated in a so-called investigation of Rollins College, the report of which is published in the Bulletin of the Association for November, 1933.
The following study will demonstrate, we think, to any
impartial mind that this report and the investigation which
preceded it, convicts both the minor committee which investigated the College and drafted the report and the major
committee which approved it, of attempted coercion, if not
inviting in a form their own bribery, of misrepresentation, if
not defamation of character, of bias and prejudice if not
malice, and of the suppression of evidence. Indeed, Rollins
College is ready to prove that the report in at least half a
hundred instances has supplied facts not proven, misconstrued facts proven, attributed motives never entertained
magnified trivial instances, and remarks, and minimized
others to support the evident purpose to malign Rollins and
its President and to shield discharged professors.
The Trustees of Rollins College have done everything in
the past and will do everything in the future that they can
to promote the happiness and welfare of the Rollins faculty
and the teaching profession generally, which in its function
of training youth and of extending the borderland of knowledge, is second to none in its value to society. We have no
quarrel with the rank and file of the American Association
of University Professors. Our controversy is only with a
small body of willful men which controlled the destiny of
the Association in the year 1932-1933.
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When an organization approves the attack of a prejudiced
and hostile investigator as the official findings of the organiza,tion itself, we may be permitted to express the opinion
that the whole report is unworthy of the great body of
American professors in whose name it is issued and whose
profession, above that of all other men and women, is baseJ
upon the high ideal of seeking and imparting the truth.
December 1, 193 3
Winter Park Florida.
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PART

I

ASSOCIATION METHODS OF PROCEDURE

T

of Rollins College with the procedure of the American Association of University Professors have been such that we feel the Colleges and
Universities of the country and the right-thinking
members of the Assodation should understand the injustices
which such procedure entails. Instead of pursuing lines of
mutual helpfulness, because of the naturally amicable relations which should exist between College and professor,
the practice tends to create antagonisms, disloyalty and illwill.
The Constitution of the Association states its contemplated objects as follows:
"Its objects shall be to facilitate a more effective cooperation among teachers and investigators in universities and
colleges and in professional schools of similar grade for the
promotion of the interests of higher education and research,
and in general to increase the usefulness and advance the
standards and ideals of the profession."
It will be observed that these objects include only relations existing among members of the profession and do
not presume to establish relations with or control of institutions of learning and their administration. Possibly
the incorporators foresaw the legal and moral difficulties
of maintaining an organization with the declared objects of
establishing a quasi court for the arraignment and trial
of such institutions for alleged violations of particular rules
of government and the publication of its decisions with
intended injury to such institutions. The absence of bylaws, rule or regulation on the subject from top to bottom
of the organization, as we will show, accords with that foresight and with the intent to keep such purposes under cover
and to obscure the practices under them.
HE EXPERIENCES

Usurpation of power

A construction of the stated objects of the Association
according to the natural and ordinary meaning of the
words employed, does not possibly admit of the legal exercise of the power to interfere with such government of a
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college as the college may deem best for its own interests.
Neither does it admit of the setting up of a tribunal before
which colleges may be charged, tried, convicted, and punished by publications narrowly avoiding libel because such
colleges do not adopt forms of government advocated by
the Association. Any pretense to such authority is not
only ultra vires but is · a brazen usurpation.
The stated purposes of the Association, if fairly and honorably pursued, are not objectionable. Nor have we any
quarrel with the membership of the Association, which we
deem to stand among the highest types of American citizens. As indicated by our headline, the one question concerns the procedure of the Association and we charge .its
faults not to the membership generally, but to those chosen to carry out the objects of the Association. The contacts of the Association with the educational institutions of
the country evidence the importance of our question to such
institutions. · The Association Bulletin for May 1932, page
344, contains the following table:
1928 1929 1930 1931
Cases pending January 1 ____________________10
5
10
8
New cases opened during the year ____ 19
17
27 ·
63
1
4
Old cases revived ,-------------- -----------------3
Total cases dealt with during year__29
Cases apparently closed ---~------~-----"---24

25
15

38
.30

75

Cases pending at end of year ____________ 5

10

8

20

55

" Cases" are understood to mean complaints by profes~
sors · against educational institutions brought before a committee of the Association known as Committee . A on Academic Freedom and Academic Tenure. The growing volume of cases implies the importance to the respondents of
the manner in which such cases are instituted and tried and
the procedure pursued.
.
The named committee, without authoritative provision
in the constitution or by-laws, has assumed jurisdiction to
try and determine any such complaint. It has been the only
official body which; even by name, remotely implies authority so to act.
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Some ineffective amendments
· Since our criticism of the original of two reports in these
respects and at a meeting of the Council of the Associaton
held October 21st, 193 3, amendments to the Constitution an_d
the by-laws have been propo~ed and approved: T~e pertinent proposal is to amend Article V of the const1tut10n, by a
provision in Section 2 that the_ <;?uncil "shall hav~ authority to delegate specific respons1b1hty to _an E~ecut1ve Co~mittee of not less than six members, mcludmg the President, and to appoint other Committees to investigate and
report on subjects germa~e to the purl?oses of _the Association". The effect of this amendment 1s to designate, for
the first time, where the supposed power lies to appoint
Committees "to investigate and report on subjects germane
to the purposes of the Association". The question of rules,
regulations and practices of such comm\ttees _is not to~ched and there is no effort to cure the deficiency m the obJects
of the Association as stated in the Constitution. When that
effort is made, an important legal question will arise as
to whether the state will grant powers, such as now exercised, of invading a college, condemning its government,
criticising its officials, publishing defamatory reports and
seeking to coerce the adoption of forms of government
set up by the Association.

No power to assume jurisdiction
Committee A on Academic Freedom and Tenure has
not acted directly. It has appointed minor committees,
occasionally including a member from its own number, to
hear and determine any such cases. These minor C_ommittees are not hampered by orders, rules or prescribed
practice of the appointing Committee or of its own. Our
extended researches have not discovered that the Association has defined the powers, prescribed the duties or established rules of practice of Committee A or the minor
committee with reference to the assumption of jurisdiction,
the method of trial, the character of the evidence, the
judgment or the publication of the findings in such cases.
The absence of such power and of such provisions by the
Association plainly renders the action of Committee A and
its minor Commitee in such cases a presumptuous usurpa-.
tion.
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Notwithstanding the absence of au~hority and _of rules
of procedure, a practice has grown up m the experiences of
minor committees of deciding for themselves the scope of
the inquiry, the manner in which. it shall be cond_ucted, the
character of testimony to be received, the deductions to be
drawn from the evidence and the form of the report to
the appointing Commit~ee. This practice. h~s not incl~ded
the reporting of the ey1dence to t~e appomtmg Committee
±or the exercise of an mdependent Judgment as to the character or extent of the testimony taken or the correctness of
the deductions made, as in any Court of Justice. The result is that unless a condemned college can go over the
head of the minor committee to the major committee, and
make manifest the bias and unfairness of the report, its
character and reputation may be unjustly defamed. The
major Committee naturally entertains confidence in its own
offspring. Its ignorance of the facts rende,rs it powerless to decide the conflict between the minor Committee and
the college in any such effort, whereas the presence of the
evidence would enable it to attain this end. Furthermore,
if the testimony were reported by the minor committee,
it could be determined whether it constituted valid, substantial evidence or consisted of mere hearsay, rumors, exaggerations, or biased statements, measures which are everywhere applied- under the forms of judicial investigations.
Without the testimony the major committee is powerless to
determine whether its minor committee can or does differentiate between pertinent evidence and valueless testimony, or has been so. far prejudiced against the college or
biased in favor of the complainant as to fabricate facts not
proven, ignore or distort facts proven or make erroneous
deductions from the evidence, unless, as before said, the
college may be permitted to go over the minor committee
and disclose to the major committee such errors. The door
to this alternative is practically closed by the absence of rule
or practice by the major committee and by the failure to
carry the evidence to the final committee.
Association requirements of colleges

The Association and its committee and sub-committee are
tenacious for a rule or practice by the College, when it
dismisses a professor for cause, requiring it to proceed up-
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on a formal charge with notice to the accused and a hearing before an impartial tribunal.
Such procedure, it is observed, bears .strong resemblance
to that prevailing in the Courts of Justice. Its application
is no more necessary where a discharged professor may
suffer stigma from the fact of discharge than where a college may suffer stigma from the adverse judgment of an
organization, such as the American Association of University Professors with its "12,000 members." This is especially true where such adverse judgment is to be formed by
an irresponsible minor committee. Nothwithstanding this
parallel, neither the Association, the major Committee nor
the minor committee is governed by any rule or practice
bearing the slightest resemblance to that required of the
College. On the· contrary, through its irresponsible* minor
committee, it may ignore all the forms which it would require of others.
·
The case of "Mr. A ."
There is no guessing or surm1smg on our part in what
we have said or may say concerning the practices of the
Association. From researches of the Association's records,
from correspondence with its officials and by contact with
its committees we have learned the facts we state. Contact
in a "case" against Rollins College has recently closed
with an adverse finding and publication in the Association's
Bulletin. The "case" arose by reason of the dismissal of a
professor, to whom we will refer as "Mr. A." in order to be
more generous with his fame than the Bulletin has been.
The dismissal was for cause and not by the voluntary method of refusing renewed employment. The College had not
adopted formally the principles as to freedom and tenure
agreed upon at the Washington Conference of January 8th
to 10th, 1925 called to consider these topics, and the formula advocated by the Association. It had, however,
proceeded as to "Mr. A." with more indulgence and greater
charity than afforded by these principles. As early as
March, 1932, he had so far offended against the dignities
and the duties of his position that he could not be contin*By "irresponsible" is meant th.at it obviates all means for testing its
a.ccuracy or correcting its prejudices.
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ued therein without reformation and was called by the .
President, told of his offensive conduct and advised that
his reformation was necessary and that he should consult
with the Consulting Psychologist of the College. He admitted his derelictions and promised to follow the President's advice. His offensive conduct, in part, and his promises are related to the Association in a letter of May 25th,
193 3 by the Consulting Psychologist as follows:
"A definite statement of charges was made by the President and taken up by the Consulting Psychologist with "Mr.
A." in the spring of 193 2. He did not deny the charges,
gave the impression that he would mend his behavior, did
make some effort in a few instances, but 'broke loose' in
new directions. In no instance did he deny to the Consulting Psychologist that he had been "discourteous, overbearing, contemptuous of ·others, interfering with students'
private affairs, interfering_ with fraternity harmony, assuming to act as gad-fly, but in some cases poisoning rather
than stimulating, 'feeding strong meat to babes', criticising
offensively college events in language never used by a loyal gentleman, disobeying college rules, failing to check adequately the work of his students, using insulting language
about colleagues, publicly disparaging certain college departments. He did not need to 'face his accusers', nor did he
ask to do so in 1932, but he honestly admitted his faults."
Upon the recommendation of the Consulting Psychologist
that "Mr. A." had shown penitence, a disposition to reform
and the possibility of saving him, "Mr. A." was permitted
to continue in his position into the next year. As late as
June 19, 1933 the Consulting Psychologist wrote Mr. Lovejoy
that "Mr. A." "was told in 1932 and in 1933 that he had offended in certain respects in both years. I fought for him
because I thought he admitted his errors and was penitent."
Despite the warning of 1932, it was evident to President
Holt in 1933 that "Mr. A." was continuing, in an aggravated
form, his earlier objectionable practices and behavior. It
was for these and similar considerations that he was called
before the President on February 27, 1933, and told frankly and completely the reasons for which he was to be discharged. "Mr. A." claimed, however, that the President
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misjudged him when he said that he ("Mr. A" )hated people and implied that he had in a recent experience something that corresponded to a change of heart if not a con- .
version. In order to find out whether this was genuine or
not, the President permitted the friends of "Mr. A." to
visit him during the next three weeks in order that they
might throw any light on the case they desired. The President thereupon interviewed large numbers of students and
members of the faculty and learned new things about "Mr.
A" pro and con, but they balanced in such a way that the
total opinion he had of "Mr. A." was just the same after he
heard this new testimony as before.
The President, however, asked certain students and others to report to him any incidents in "Mr. A.'s" conduct that
might indicate a conversion or an attempt to make amends
with students and faculty that he had affronted, as any
man would do if he had a change of heart. At the end
of three weeks, the President called in "Mr. A.'' for a conference and they went over the whole matter together for
four hours. At the end of that conference it was evident
that "Mr. A.'' had no real change of heart or conduct.
The President thereupon confirmed his original dismissal
and so notified "Mr. A."
·
The Consulting P~ychologist, who was in the confidence
of both President Holt and "Mr. A." during this entire period, has since stated: "As a non-partisan Consulting Psychologist and practical teacher of ethics, the undersigned
protests against any intimation of illegality or unfairness or
lack of kindness and generosity on the part of President
Holt.''
Invitation to investigate
After his dismissal "Mr. A.'' and his1 partisans sought his
reinstatement by further promises of reformation, by complaints that he had not been formally charged, notified and
tried and by threats to take the matter before the A. A. U.
P. At this point and in the absence of knowledge or the
sources of information as to the practices or procedure of the
Association, Dr. Holt invited the Association to investigate
"Mr. A.'s" dismissal. The then existing conditions implied
only the question of the adequacy of the facts to justify
his dismissal and the fairness of the manner of dismissing
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him. Committee A sent a minor Committee of two, the
chairman of which was the dominating, shrewd, adroit and
experienced Dr. Arthur Oncken Lovejoy, Professor of
Philosophy at Johns Hopkins University. We are informed
that his first meeting was a secret one, with "Mr. A." and
some of his partisans at a private hotel in Orlando during
the night time. Whether the prejudices manifest in the report of this Committee were inspired by this meeting, we
have no means of knowing. It is true that his attitude
was from the beginnning one of hostility to Rollins College
and to Dr. Holt. As further stated in the letter from which
we quoted above, "Several professors, including one of
'Mr. A.'s' best friends, have felt that Dr. Lovejoy acted as
counsel for the defense representing 'Mr. A.' rather than an
impartial investigator for the A. A. U. P."
Immediately before the formal investigation began, the
Committee was given written interrogatories seeking information as to the proposed scope of the investigation.
These were answered in writing, the first answer containing
the following: "While the inquiry will deal primarily with
the case of 'Mr. A.' it may be directed also to ascertaining the rules and practice of the College with respect to
professorial tenure, the procedure in cases of dismissal, the
functions and powers of the faculty, and any other matters
which may develop in the course of the investigation, which
it might be important for members of the teaching profession to know."
Scope of the investigation

It is especially desirable to note that this answer regarded it as the "primary" duty of the Committee to inquire into
the adequacy of the cause for dismissal and that the procedure of the College in dismissals was classed with the secondary subjects for possible investigation. So regarded we
find it a confirmation of Dr. Holt's understanding when he
extended the invitation that the inquiry would be directed
only to the sufficiency of the cause for the dismissal.
Upon the submission of this answer Dr. Holt immediately
protested against the extension of the inquiry beyond its
"primary" purpose, for the reason that the College had expected and prepared only for the single question. It was

12

A sent a minor Committee of two the
was the dominating, shrewd, adroi{ and
Arthur Oncken Lovejoy, Professor of
1s Hopkins University. We are informed
ing was a secret one, with "Mr. A." and
ans at a private hotel in Orlando during
rhether the prejudices manifest in the re1ittee were inspired by this meeting, we
f knowing. It is true that his attitude
nnning one of hostility to Rollins College
As further stated in the letter from which
, "Several professors, including one of
nds, have felt that Dr. Lovejoy acted as
ense representing 'Mr. A.' rather than an
tor for the A. A. U. P."
fore the formal investigation began, the
iven written interrogatories seeking inhe proposed scope of the investigation.
·ed in writing, the first answer containing
hile the inquiry will deal primarily with
~.' it may be directed also to ascertainpractice of the College with respect to
, the procedure in cases of dismissal, the
ers of the faculty, and any other matters
> in the course of the investigation, which
:ant for members of the teaching profes-

agreed that such secondary questions would be deferred
until further understanding was reached. No such further und~rstanding was had; there was no adversary hearing
had with respect to any one of such secondary questions.
The importance of this showing is in its demonstration that
no one of these secondary questions was considered as a result of. the invitation of Dr .. Holt. Any evidentiary facts
stated m the report concernmg such secondary questions
were gathered, applied and reported ex parte by the
Committee without the knowledge of the College, without opportunity to cross examine the witnesses or to rebut
their testimony. Such ex parte procedure we protested to
the Committee and we here affirm that it was without shadow of legitimate authority and an absolute departure from
the principles upon which the Association urges that colleges. shall proceed in the dismissal of professors, namely,
the nght to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses
and to impeach or rebut their testimony. Further this ex
parte method of inquiry permits a departure from 'all rules
governing the quality of evidence, that is to say, whether it
is gathered from unreliable sources, consists of rumors or
hearsay or is fabricated.
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PART

II

THE GROUNDS FOR DISMISSAL

An analysis of the evidence
the adversary hearing that was held with reference to the cause for the dismissal, the published report of the Committee states that Dr. Holt, "presented his reasons with great fullness and detail, supporting them by some fifty written statements, mainly in the
form of affidavits, which, in preparation for the Committee's
coming, he and the Dean of the College had obtained from
students and members of tqe administrative and teaching
staff." The following analysis of the evidence was furnished
the Association pending the consideration of the "case" by
Dr. Lovejoy, the charges for the most part being embraced
under the following eleven points:

U

PON

(1) "Mr. A." was employed to teach Latin and Greek. But
he devoted scant time attention to either. Instead he spent the
class periods in amusing and entertaining the students with irrelevant discussions and arguments, often on sex, religion,
unconventional living, etc. He made a point of ridiculing certain students and is said to have sent some students away from
the class crying or in great embarrassment. (Testimony of
fourteen witnesses.)
(2) He maintained sarcastic and ugly attitude towards students who did not hold his ideas. (Testimony of eleven witnesses.)
(3) He influenced students to do as they pleased; to withdraw from social relations, leave their fraternities and sororities, making them morbid and unnatural, and to flout good
manners and the customs and rules of the College. Testimony
of twelve witnesses.)
( 4) He used insulting and often improper language in the
presence of faculty and students, especially mixed groups.
(Testimony of thirteen witnesses.)
(5) He bullied students that came before the Board of
Admissions to the Upper Division of which he was a member,
so that it was necessary to remove him from the Board by
failure to reappoint. (Testimony of four witnesses.)
(6) He was most unethical academically in openly criticising and making sport of other members of the faculty, continuously antagonizing certain ones and making their lives miserable. (Testimony of twelve wtnesses.)
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(7) He scoffed at the services in our Chapel and the churches of the town. (Testimony of six witnesses.)
(8) He was uncooperative with the administration; was unpunctual in his classes, did not carry out the conference plan as
scheduled in the catalogue and adopted by the faculty, and was
· reprimanded several times by the Dean for failure to answer
notes and to file reports, etc. (Testimony of eleven witnesses.)
(9) He was subversive to the Rollins Conference Plan in the
operation of a Christian College. (Testimony of five witnesses.)
(IO) He was at times immodest in dress.
seven witnesses.)

Testimony of

(II) In fine, he was indiscreet and sarcastic in utterance,
intolerant of opinion, often insulting in manner and attitude,
unethical in professional conduct, and in general an obstructor
and disturber. Perhaps even more serious than this, to my way of
thinking, is the fact that he has destroyed youthful ideals without inculcating anything equally constructive or commendable
in their place. (Testimony of nine witnesses.)

Committee A states the causes

In _the amended report, at page 424, the Committee, in
referring to the evidence of the cause of dismissal, says:
"As to this, the Committee finds that 'Mr. A.' had unquestionably much disturbed the harmony of the local community and had seriously offended a number of his colleagues and other persons. This was partly due to his outspoken criticism of certain features of college life which
he disapproved. He had attacked the debating system on
the ground that it tends to substitute for the serious examination of public questions a form of competetive sport,
and is largely a training in the sophistic art of making the
worse appear the better reason. He opposed the introduction and multiplication of fraternities and sororities as unnecessary in a small college, as a devisive influence, and as
leading to an undesirable type of student politics. It was
charged that he attempted to persuade individual students
to withdraw from these organizations; this charge, the Committee finds to be 'unsubstant:iated'. (This finding we
will later show to be a perversion of the facts, characteristic
of many in the case.)
"He had attacked certain features of the athletic system
and some of the methods of the department of physical
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culture. He had in conversation, criticised some of the
chapel services as lacking in dignity and unsuited to the
edifice in which they were held. He had argued that a serious weakness in American education lay in an excessive
feminization of its teaching body and had disparaged the
work of women teachers. Whatever the merits of his views
on these questions-on which the Committee is not called
upon to pronounce- they were, of course, views which he
was entitled to, urge; but they drew upon him the hostility
of considerable groups among students and faculty. This
effect was, however, much intensified by the frequently vehement, sometimes intemperate and in• several instances
discourteous language in which his criticisms were couched,
and by a sometimes inopportune humor-his paradoxical
. or ironical expressions of ideas being taken literally by some
hearers. In these respects and in certain others affecting
his personal relations with a number of his colleagues and
others 'Mr. A.' seems to the Committee to have fallen into
some serious errors of judgment and some of taste.'' Upon
these conceded facts "the Committee concludes that a professor who had officially been given reason to suppose his
tenure permanent was dismissed upon charges which, insofar as they are substantiated, would in most American institutions of higher education not be regarded as grounds for
that action in such case.'' Instead of holding, in a straightforward manly way, that these conceded facts did or did
not justify his dismissal by Rollins College, we have this
elusive shifting of the question to an o"pinion of what "most
American institutions of higher education" would have held.
Does the Committee mean, by the words "had officially
been given reason to suppose his tenure permanent", that
one with permanent tenure actually possesses greater license
to indulge in the practices here conceded than has one on
probation or employed under the annual tenure system?
Is this distinction supported under the rule of freedom ad~
vocated by the Association? If it is, Rollins cannot subscribe to it. It would seem charitable to the Committee to
say that perhaps it felt an urge to do "Mr. A.'' as little
harm as possible and to do Rollins as much harm as possible by committing itself as meagerly as possible to the
first and as condemnatory as possible of the other. The net
result is further evidence of the narrowness and prejudice

16

l in conversation, criticised some of the
s lacking in dignity and unsuited to the
1ey were held. He had argued that a seriAmerican education lay in an excessive
:s teaching body and had disparaged the
:achers. Whatever the merits of his views
1s-on which the Committee is not called
:e- they were, of course, views which he
•ge; but they drew upon him the hostilit_Y
roups among students and faculty. This
er, much intensified by the frequ~ntly vees intemperate and in- several mstances
'.lage in which his criticisms _were couc~ed,
mes inopportune humor-his paradoxical
;ions of ideas being taken literally by some
e respects and in certain others affecting
ions with a number of his colleagues and
:ems to the Committee to have fallen into
rs of judgment and some of taste." Upon
cts "the Committee concludes that a proofficially been given· reason to sup~ose ~is
: was dismissed upon charges which, msubstantiated, would in most American inr education not be regarded as grounds for
h case." Instead of holding, in a straight·ay, that these conceded facts did or di_d
smissal by Rollins College, we have this
the question to an ◊-pinion of what "most
ons of higher education" w~~ld have ~eld.
:ttee mean, by the words had officially
1 to suppose his tenure permanent" that
1
nt tenure actually possesses greater license
practices here conceded than has one on
)loyed under the annual tenure system?
supported under the rule of freedom ad~
.ssociation? If it is, Rollins cannot sub·ould seem charitable to the Committee to
it felt an urge to do "Mr. A." as little
and to do Rollins as much harm as posing itself as meagerly as possible to the
mnatory as possible of the other. The net
:vidence of the narrowness and prejudice

16

with which the Chairman was saturated, and evidence also
that the system of the Association is wrong. ·

"Mr. A.s" supposed contract
In the earlier part of Chapter III the Committee offers a
lengthy discussion of an alleged contract for permane1:t
service of "Mr. A." and of supposed efforts of the President to question its validity. All of this is beside the question. It does not matter whether there was an express or
an implied contract for permanent or less service. If the
dismissal was for adequate cause, such contract was legally
voided and rules of the Association do not and cannot overrule the law of the land.
Small capital is made by the complaint that professors
were dismissed without "reasonable notice," which means
that they should be continued for such time as to_ enable
them to obtain other employment. If a merchant discovers
his clerk stealing from the money drawer, should he continue the opportunities for further p_lund_er u_ntil the clerk
can obtain another employment? L1kew1se, if a professor
or a clique of professors are disorganizing the facult~ and
demoralizing the students, ·should he or they be contmued
in position for three, six or nine months, in which to further prosecute their sinister purposes? We are advised that
the law does not so require and we feel that the A. A. U. P.
cannot make laws to the contrary. Under the annual reemployment plan as distinguished from discharges for cause,
we agree that. notice of intention not to re-employ sho~ld
be timely. Discharges for adequate cause are necessarily
peremptory.

President Holt's "experience"

'

There is a manifest effort, on the face of the published report, to attack the Rollins Conference Plan. Evidently
the criticisms of Dr. Holt, President of the College, who
originated the Plan, are intended to give apparent force
to such attack. Either for the justification or the condemnation of "Mr. A.'s" discharge, or for a disclosure that Rollins
had not been governed by the Association's rules of freedom and tenure it was., clearly not essential to say that Dr.
Holt was, when he became President, "without experience

17

in teaching or educational administration". This is but the
equivalent of saying, first, that one's experiences as ·a student bring no knowledge of deficiencies in teaching, and
second, that one must have experiences in "educational administration" before he is competent to take over experiences in "educational administration." Neither was it essential to make the utterly false statement that "in the selection of members of the faeulty little or no importance was
attached to interesting research or to distinction' in productive scholarship". This reflection upon Rollins College and
upon Dr. Holt reflects equally upon the character and abilities of the faculty of the College, men and women who
stand out among the teaching profession of our country in
most enviable positions. Surely such a slur will hardly
be relished by the many friends of such distinguished creative scholars on the Rollins faculty as Dr. Thomas P.
Bailey, Dr. Richard Burton, Dr. C. A. Campbell, Dr. Edwin
L. Clarke, the late Dr. W. S. Franklin, James M. Glass, Edwin Granberry, Dr. Edwin 0. Grover, the late Dr. Emilie
McVea, Dr. Evelyn Newman, Dr. Fred Lewis Pattee, Dr.
Jessie Rittenhouse Scollard, Dr. C. W. Stiles and Willard
Wattles. Neither was it conducive to the ends we have
suggested that it should have been quoted that "Holt
is Rollins and Rollins is Holt". This was intended by the
Committee as belittling Dr. Holt whereas it was spoken by
its author in felicitous jest. Of the same type was the statement that he "conceived himself to be the authorized interpreter" of the application of the Rollins Plan. Having
originated it, there was substantial reason that his judgment should have been sought in its interpretation for any
purpose. The charge that he assumed functions assigned
to the faculty as a body is disproven by the fact that in the
eight years of his administration no differences arose between him and that body. Neither is it true that when Dr.
Holt accepted the Presidency he "requested and was granted by the Board of Trustees exceptional and extreme powers
and authority." Nothing bearing the slightest resemblance to
this ever occurred. The only "foundations for possible conflict
were laid" not by "extreme powers" granted to· the President, but by a limited number of the faculty who assumed,
as individuals, to speak for the faculty. The one alleged
conflict, as shown by the report, was "amicably adjusted"
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and certainly had no proper place in the report as a reflection upon Dr. Holt's administration.

"Mr. A." and! fraternities
It is not our purpose to have the reader re-try our "case"
but it is to expose the evils of absolute and unqualified license to an irresponsible Committee to juggle the affairs
of the colleges and universities of our country. One of
many illustrations of the use of this license we promised in
the preceding parenthesis. The Committee said "It was
charged that he-'Mr. A.'-attempted to persuade individual students to withdraw from these organizations"
(fraternities, sororities, etc); "This charge the Committee
finds to be unsubstantiated". To demonstrate that there
was a "button off" . somewhere, we quote from the evidence
the following:
Miss A.: "Early in .October 'Mr. A.', 'Miss B.' and myself met
in Knowles Hall, at which time 'Mr. A.' advised us to take an apartment in town and to leave the--sorority if we were not happy, and
if we had other things that interested us more, because sororities
really did not do much for one. 'Miss C.' was going to resign as
president of the sorority, being dissuaded only under great pressure
by the housemother and the girls in the house."
Miss D: "'Mr. A.' was the influence in the sorority trouble which
--sorority had last year with three girls ... Therefore, three of our
most conscientious and finest girl pledges refused to take their national examinations.''
Miss E.: "Only after they joined 'Mr. A.'s' group did these two
girls seem to lose all interest in the ideals of the sorority. . . . They
refused to take the annual fraternity examinations which brought
the whole standing down considerably and they frankly admitted
that 'Mr. A.' thought fraternities silly and had urged them to turn
in their pins."

Solicited evidence disregarded
There is only one possible escape from a charge of falsifying the record and that is in the action of the Committee in discrediting evidence of the College as will be seen
from Page 424 of the November Bulletin, where the Committee states in a foot-note that "the weight of some of the
statements adverse to 'Mr. A.' is in the Committee's, opinion
diminished. by the fact that they were given upon solicitation
from administrative officers after the dismissal.
" This
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note is made clear by the text, where the report states that
"The Committee pointed out to him (the President) that
any allegation not before him at that time ( the dismissal)
threw no light upon the question of the grounds of dismissal and was therefore of no interest to the Committee."
In effect, the Committee expunged all the testimony of which
the President was not advised at the time of the dismissal of
"Mr. A." This opinion of the Committee is contrary to law as
we are advised by counsel, who have shown us legal rulings to this effect. That is to say, if the question were before a legal tribunal, no such opinion could be maintained.
If the opinion excluded the quoted evidence from the record, it may be claimed to have protected the Committee
against falsifying the record. It may also be said that, if
this evidence and other like evidence was disregarded by reason of an erroneous conclusion of law, the case has been decided upon but a fraction of the evidence. We will not assume that the Committee possessed the power to create
rules of its own in conflict with the law of the land. Another
phase of this question is the discrediting of the testimony of
witnesses because "given upon solicitation from administrative officers after the dismissal." Was it perjury to testify
upon solicitation? Was it subornation of perjury to solicit
a witness to testify? Was it contrary to good morals that
the solicitation to testify was made after the dismissal?
Why should the solicitation have been made before the dismissal and before it was known that this all-powerful Committee was to place thumb screws upon Rollins College?

"Mr. A." and women teachers
Of the above quotation we repeat the following: "He,
'Mr. A.', had argued that a serious weakness in American
education lay in an excessive feminization of the teaching
body and had disparaged the work of women teachers."
This soft-pedal expression of "Mr. A.'s" view of women
teachers, of whom several were his colleagues, is drawn almost entirely from the following evidence:
Dr. A-2: "Shortly afterward, 'Mr. A.' inquired why the faculty
meeting had been postponed one hour. Nobody seemed to know
anything about it . . . I remarked that it had been occasioned by Dr.
B.'s lecture . . . Immediately 'Mr. A.' spoke up and said, 'Have we
all got to wait for that damned woman?' "
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Mrs. B-2: "He made such statements as this in the presence of
our A. A. U. P. chapter: 'If I wer e promised immunity by the law,
I should go out and shoot twenty of them (the women teachers) .
They only teach until they can find a man to marry them.' The
climax of the evening was his parting shot, 'If the bodies of 'Mrs.
C-2' and 'Mrs. D-2' are found floating in Lake Virginia some morning, you will know who did it.'"
Mr. E-2: "Whereat he came running into 'Mrs. F-2's' room and
demanded that she mind her own business, that she was just like
all 'damn' women and that the sooner she left the faculty the better it would be for Rollins".

The variance in the Committee's expression from the
evidence manifests a desire to suppress and to palliate. The
comment of the Committee that "Mr. A." had a right to
express his views on this subject may also imply an approval of his manner, form of expression and the circumstances
attending such expression. We gravely doubt that these
conclusions meet the approval of the membership of the
A. A. U. P . or those of the American Association of University Women.

"Mr. A." as a teacher
The Committee quotes extravagant statements of "Mr.
A.'s" proficiency as a teacher, including statements of the
parents of two students, that he had good effect upon their
children. Alone this would appear to close the issue. However, the following evidence, omitted from the report, certainly casts doubt upon the issue and leaves room for
conjecture as to the existence of bias in the committee.
Mrs. A-4: "My daughter's experience with 'Mr. A.' was so unfortunate that it wrecked her entire year.''
Professor B-4 (Not a member of the Rollins faculty) "To my
utter disgust, I ascertained later that the bulk of the time was spent
in more or less aimless talk, not germane to the true, the beautiful and the good, but instead that it often seemed hostile to the growth
and well-being of my daughter and to the ideals of the College.''
Mrs. C-4: "My husband and I considered very seriously not
allowing our daughter to return to Rollins this year. We feared
that 'Mr. A.' by flattery and seemingly innocent suggestions was
gaining a subtle and detrimental influence over her.''

The only quotations from students that are .given by Professor Lovejoy are favorable. He alleges that students who
21

have taken "Mr. A.'s" courses state that "Mr. A.'' has
shown himself "an unusually stimulating and effective
teacher.''
Perhaps the following testimony from other students who
took his course will be equally illuminating:
· Mr. A-5: "I registered in 'Mr. A.'s class in Classical History,
but left in disgust after the first day. I had never met 'Mr. A.' before. First, 'Mr. A.' said he knew nothing about the subject, then
asked me what my relations with women were.''
Mr. B-5: "I took Latin with 'Mr. A.' for one term only and
stopped because I was not getting any instruction in it. He gave
me no chance and didn't help me at all; he made me do all my studying outside.''
Mr. C-5: "He made me appear before him once a week for the
rest of the year, during which time he entertained the students who
were in the room by making 'wise cracks' at my 'damn dumbness'.''
Miss D-5: "We were supposed to study Plato's Republic. The
only thing he told us was to read the eighth book. He mentioned
it once after that in the next five weeks that he conducted the
course. He talked mostly on art and religion.'' (In Greek Humanism).
Miss E-5: "I was in 'Mr. A.'s' class for one term last spring. It
was a class in Greek Humanism but we never discussed that during the entire term.''
Miss F-5: "The students discussed matters based on their general knowledge, scarcely on things they studied. Greece was not
mentioned for several weeks, the term was half over and 'Mr. A.'
still hadn't gotten to the subject.''
Professor F-6: who succeeded to the teaching of "Mr. A.'s" class:
"'Mr. A.'s' class, after the first month of the spring term, showed
that they had done practically nothing on their subject. Plato's
'Republic' was the text for five or six students who were trying to read
Plato's Greek after 011Jy two terms of Beginning Greek. They were of
course using a translation and devoting most of the time to 'discussion'. One student in Vergil couldn't even · read Caesar's 'Gallic
War.'"

"Remaking" minds
Dr. Lovejoy denies President Holt's charge against "Mr.
A.'' as "more serious" than any other, namely, that "Mr. A.''
destroyed youthful ideals of students and put nothing constructive in their place.
Dr. Lovejoy evidently forgets such testimony as this:
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Professor A-6: "We then had a very frank discussion of his
general philosophy of life, and his acknowledged efforts to "remake"
the minds of his students. He stated that his first effort was to
destroy the ideals, illusions and loyalties of the students so as
to leave their minds empty. With this accomplished he could
begin to rebuild their minds on the basis of independent thinking
and the establishing of their own codes of conventions, mora,le ·a nd
loyalties. I asked him how long a time this process took and he
said from a year to a year and a half. I asked him ·if they all got
it in that time and he said 'No, but if you give me two years
I can remake . anyone's life'. When I asked what happened · if,
after 'emptying' a student's . mind it was not 'refilled', his reply
was, 'He's out of luck, that's all!'."

Dr. Lovejoy admits that "occasionally discourteous language" is used by "Mr. A.''. Perhaps the following testimony goes beyond the bounds of "discourteous":
Mr. A-3: "\Vhen asked not to infringe upon a regulation of the
College at the swimming dock, he ('Mr. A.') replied: 'I don't give
a God damn whose orders they are; I'm .fishing from this dock'.
This statement was made in the presence of three students, one
of whom was a woman."

The investigator rushes into print
As illustrating the type of fairness and justice actuating
the controlling member of this minor committee, it should
be related that at the close of his visit to the seat of the College and within an hour of the departure of the train upon
which he took passage, he stated to the President and the
Dean of the College that his Committee had not fully decided
to publish locally any report of its investigation, whereas he
prepared and that afternoon placed for publication in a daily
newspaper of Orlando an article in which the College was
condemned for dismissing "Mr. A.'', but without reference to
or intimation of the character or extent of the evidence
against him, thereby leaving the. inference that great injustice had been done him.
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nies President Holt's charge against "Mr.
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Coercion or bribery?
Another illustration of the same type is contained in his
letter · answering criticism of the Consulting Psychologist.
He says: "An important part of this evidence consists in
the fact that President Holt was requested to permit the

23

Committee to state, upon his authority, that the practice at
Rollins College, as to these matters, would be in accord with
the well known Conference Committee's Report and, in general, with the principles approved by the Association of
Colleges and the A. A. U. P .... If the suggested statement
had been authorized, the Committee would, in the interest of
the College, have refrained from comment on the procedure
in the case of 'the discharged professor', and its partial report would have been highly favorable to the College on
what the Committee, and the profession generally, would
consider the most important practical issue". In other
words, if Rollins College would be relieved from the horror
of an adverse report and its publication, and, instead, obtain
a "partial report highly favorable to the College", it could
purchase such relief at the pJice of promising to adopt the
rules and practice demanded by the Committee. Idem:
Bribe us if you wish!

It seems hardly posible that such a proposal could emanate from a representative of the American Association of
University Professors, and we are confident it could not if
the procedure of the Association were guarded and directed
by rules of slight resemblance to those they would exact from
the Colleges, and if the Committee on Academic Freedom
and Tenure did not impose functions upon a minor committee without authority to do so and without directio~ or restraint. We here omit, of course, all reference to the entire
absence of corporate power on the part of the A. A. U. P. to
deal with the subject in any form.
The cases of Messrs. "B" and "C"
After the investigation on "Mr. A.'s" complaint was completed, (a material part of which complaint has been to this
day withheld from the College) and after the local publication had been made and the Committee had under advisement its report in that case, the conduct of two other professore, to be hereafter referred to as "Mr. B.'' and "Mr. C."
was deemed such as to require a discontinuance of their services at the close of the then academic year. The reasons
for such conclusions had no connection with the causes for
which "Mr. A.'' was dismissed. They complained to the As-
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sociation and their complaints were arbitrarily joined to that
in the case of "Mr. A.''
. No_ticc of t~e complaint was sent to the College and specific mformat10n asked as to the causes of dismissal the
rules of practice in dismissals, the rules governing fre~dom
and tenure and the powers and duties of the faculty chiefly
questions omitted by agreement in "Mr. A.'s" cas~. Also
the College was advised by the secretary of the Association
tha~ fa~lu~e to resl?on1 to such requests would be regarded
~s JU~t1fymg publication. The College responded that in
its opm10n the Committee was without jurisdiction to consider or to unite the cases with that of "Mr. A."· that Dr.
Lovejoy's prejudices against it and Dr. Holt, as ~anifested
. "MA'"
m
r. . s case, gave no assurance of af "
air an cl"impartial trial and that, as the dismissed "Mr. B." and "Mr. C.''
con_templa~ed suits against the College for damages for
the1~ ~1s~1ssal, counsel for the_ Coll_ege advi~ed against the
part1c1pat10n before the Committee m the tnal of questions
t<? be tried in courts of justice. Parenthetically, attention is
directed to the fact that the published report gave no consideration to the three stated reasons of the College for refusing to be drawn into the cases of "Mr. B.'' and "Mr. C.'',
but by way. of supplement and as an after thought, one of
the reasons 1s stated and that statement is apparently made
for the one purpose of adding adverse criticism of the College. There was no independent investigation of the two
new cases but the Committee assumed authority to treat the
allegations of the complaints as evidence of the facts pleaded. The record will show that Counsel for the Committee
advised the Committee to exercise this authority because
s_uch authority is ~xercise~ in courts of law. This assumption of the Committee, with no corporate power in that behalf, with no delegation, by rule or otherwise, even of such
supposed power, from a senior Committee, Council or other
governi1;1g body was a most astounding one. No less so was
the advice of counsel that the Association or its Committees
possessed the powers of a court of law with its writ of summons and other coercive powers vested by constitutions and
legislative -enactments. It should be borne in mind also that
this procedure condemned the College without knowing the
evidence of the College.
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The original report

By the invitation from the College in the case of "Mr. A."
it may be assumed that jurisdiction was conceded to the extent of the issue, namely: the justification for his dismissal,
but no further as we have shown. By connecting the cases
of B and C with that of A. the pretext was invented to discuss as to A. questions beyond the issue in his case. The
three cases were tried, as most of the cases againt colleges
have been tried by the Association, not upon the legal rights
of the Colleges nor upon the rule of fairness under the form
of government of such colleges, but upon the rules advised
by the Washington Conference and advocated by the Association. Conclusions and judgments have been reached by
the same methods.
When it became assured that Rollins. College would not
be drawn into a second struggle against prejudice and usur:..
pation, the minor Committee bi-ought forth its findings and
judgment by a report to . Committee A, It was in large
part a series of misrepresentations, misstatements of evidence, perversion of motives, false assertions and erroneous
deductions. The College attacked the series by va•rious
written protests in the record ·as uniust and as evidence of
the prejudices of the master mind that created it. Four or
five illustrations, or many that were possible, were dwelt
upon. The omission of the others was stated· to be for the
reason that the demand . to have the criticisms published
with ~he report rrii?ht be ref~sed. if the volume ~ere thought
too great. Committee A evidently had upon 1t. some man
or men with a reasonable sense of justice who protested
against the report. The Chairman of that Committee was
sent to the author of the report to confer with him as to a
modification of it. The Chairman advised that he had a
four hour's session with the author and, we assume, without
much success. Later we learned that our criticisms, with
an elaborate document from Dr. Lovejoy, were taken up
by the Council of the Association and directions given to
delete in part and make other changes in the form of the
report, thus virtually confessing the . existence of preju:.
dices in the minor Committee and establishing the justice of
some of our criticisms.
·
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_In the afternoon of the 17th day of November we received a copY: of the amended report, in page proof, with a
letter suggestmg that the report would be published in the
~ov~mber Bulletin, but without advice as to the day of publ~cat10n. On November 21st_a copy of the November Bulletm, undoubtedly mailed as early as the 20th came to our
hands a_n~ contained the amended report thus disclosing
that om1ttmg the day th~ proof sheets arrived and Sunday,
the_ 19th, only one day mtervened before the Bulletin was
mailed .. It would, therefore, seem reasonably certain that
the sendmg of the proof sheets was so timed with the distribution of the printed bulletin, sufficient time should not be
allowed for criticism of the amended report and there would
be no embarrassment in denying a request for the publication of a criticism in connection with the report. Nevertheless a complete reply was mailed by us on the 20th and bef?re _the receipt of the Bulletin. This treatment was highly
s1gmficant. The established practice was that a copy of the
report _s~~uld be given before publication and as a precedent, cnt1c1sm by a college of an adverse report in another
case had been allowed and published in the Bulletin in connection with such report.
The amended report
Most of the objections to the procedure of the Committee
here noted were made in writing to the Committee in our
case, but were studiously ignored. We repeat that we have
no fight against the legitimate purposes of the Association
or its membership. Neither have we the thought of antagonizing the rules of tenure and freedom recommended by
the Washington Conference. Neither do we purpose to retry our case before our readers. We do have an earnest
wish to demonstrate that the Association, through its official
control, has usurped powers not granted by its charter; has
pursued recklessly lines of procedure coercive in character
rather than persuasive; has ridden ruthlessly over established college government; has not been guided by rules of
procedure known to itself or others; has extended license to
irresponsible Committeees and thereby encouraged false
unjustifiable and uncontrollable methods of procedure and
has deprived itself of control against malicious prejudices,
false rules of evidence and publications designed narrowly
to escape libel.
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